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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

This communication is responsive to tine amendment filed 2/27/2007. 
Claims 1-31 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 11, 16, 25, 30 and 31 are 
independent claims. In the amendment filed 2/27/2007, claims 1, 3, 11, 12, 14, 16, 25, 
26, 30 and 31 were amended. This action is made Non-Final. 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
8/2/2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-3, 5-12, 14-17, 19-26, and 28-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Yaegashi et al. (US 5956453) in view of Hong et al. (US 
5532833). 

In regards to claim 1 , Yaegashi teaches an image processing apparatus 
comprising: a storage device that stores scene information including, at least, data for at 
least one representative frame extracted from, data for an interval of the scene and data 
for a significance level of the scene of each of a plurality of scenes included in a moving 
picture to be played back (Figure 6B, Element 201 , the significance level is the different 
hierarchy levels); a selection device that receives a selection of one of the concurrently 
displayed images of the representative frames on the basis of an external designation 
(Column 4, Lines 12-31); and a playback device that plays back the scenes 
corresponding to the images of the representative frames selected by the selection 
device (Column 4, Lines 12-31). 

Yaegashi does not specifically teach that each of the plurality of scenes is 
mutually disjoint and that a display device that extracts, one the basis of the externally 
designated significance level, images of the representative frames of the plurality of 
scenes having significance levels equals to or higher than the externally designated 
significance level, from the storage device and concurrently displays the extracted 
images chronologically. Hong teaches hat each of the plurality of scenes is mutually 
disjoint (See Column 6, Lines 10-27, there is a list of the different scenes with each one 
having a representative frame) and that a display device that extracts, one the basis of 
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the externally designated significance level, images of the representative frames of the 
plurality of scenes having significance levels equals to or higher than the externally 
designated significance level (See Column 7, Lines 26-45, the user is able to select the 
retrieval conditions, specifically the user is able to select attributes (i.e. significance 
level) and those frames with those attributes (thus equal) will be displayed), from the 
storage device and concurrently displays the extracted images chronologically (See 
figure 1 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Yaegashi with the teachings of Hong and include a search 
functionality with the motivation to provide the user an easier way of finding desired 
scenes. 

In regards to claim 2, Yaegashi-Hong further teach an image processing 
apparatus according to claim 1 , wherein the display device chronologically displays a 
specified number of the images of the representative frames of the plurality of scenes 
concurrently (Yaegashi Figure 6B, Element 201). 

In regards to claim 3, Yaegashi-Hong further teach an image processing 
apparatus according to claim 1 , wherein the display device refers to the scene 
information in the storage device when a significance level is externally designated 
(Hong Column 5, Lines 26-45), and chronologically displays images of the 
representative frames of the scenes having significance levels equal to or higher than 
the externally designated significances level (Hong Figure 12). 

In regards to claim 5, Yaegashi-Hong teaches an image processing apparatus 
according to claim 1, wherein the display device displays the images of the 
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representative frames witli data indicative of the significance level corresponding to the 
representative frames being added to the images of the representative frames 
(Yaegashi Figure 6B, the hierarchy level, also see Column 3, Lines 52-67). 

In regards to claim 6, Yaegashi-Hong teaches an image processing apparatus 
according to claim 1, wherein the display device displays the scene played bacl< by the 
playbacl< device together with the images of the representative frames of the scenes, 
and displays data for discriminating representative frames corresponding to the scene 
being currently played back from the other representative frames (Yaegashi Figure 1 , 
Element 202 and Hong Figures 12 and13). 

In regards to claim 7, Yaegashi-Hong teaches an image processing apparatus 
according to claim 1, wherein the display device changes a display condition in the 
images of the representative frames of the scenes that are chronologically displayed 
based on an external instruction (Hong Figure 1 1 , the user is able to indicate the 
retrieve condition). 

In regards to claim 8, Yaegashi-Hong teaches an image processing apparatus 
according to claim 6, wherein the display device changes a display condition in the 
images of the representative frames of the scenes that are chronologically displayed, 
synchronizing with the images being played back by the playback device (Yaegashi 
Abstract, and Figure 1 Element 201 and Hong Figure 13). 

In regards to claim 9, Yaegashi-Hong teaches an image processing apparatus 
according to claim 6, wherein the display device changes a display condition and 
selects whether change of the display condition is synchronized with the images being 
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played back by the playback device, based on an external instruction (Yaegashi 
Abstract and Hong Figures 11-13, the retrieve command). 

In regards to claim 10, Yaegashi-Hong teaches an image processing apparatus 
according to claim 1, wherein the playback device plays back one of the scenes 
corresponding to one of the images of the representative frames of the scenes, which is 
externally designated among the images of the representative frames of the scenes 
displayed by the display device (Yaegashi Abstract and Figure 6B, Hong Figure 13 
Element 96). 

In regards to claim 1 1 , Yaegashi teaches an image processing apparatus 
comprising: a storage device that stores scene information including, at least, data for at 
least one representative frame extracted from a scene (Abstract) and data for a 
significance level of the scene of each of a plurality of scenes included in a moving 
picture to be played back (Abstract, the hierarchy is the significance level); and a 
selection device that receives a selection of one of the concurrently displayed 
representative frames one the basis of an external designation (Column 4, Lines 12-31). 

Yaegashi does not specifically teach that each of the plurality of scenes is 
mutually disjoint and that a display device that extracts, one the basis of the externally 
designated significance level, images of the representative frames of the plurality of 
scenes having significance levels greater than or equal to the externally designated 
significance level, from the storage device and concurrently displays the extracted 
images chronologically. Hong teaches hat each of the plurality of scenes is mutually 
disjoint (See Column 6, Lines 10-27, there is a list of the different scenes with each one 
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having a representative frame) and that a display device that extracts, one the basis of 
the externally designated significance level, images of the representative frames of the 
plurality of scenes having significance levels grater then or equal to than the externally 
designated significance level (See Column 7, Lines 26-45, the user is able to select the 
retrieval conditions, specifically the user is able to select attributes (i.e. significance 
level) and those frames with those attributes will be displayed), from the storage device 
and concurrently displays the extracted images chronologically (See figure 12). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Yaegashi with the teachings of Hong and include a search functionality with the 
motivation to provide the user an easier way of finding desired scenes. 

Claim 12 is in the same context as claim 3; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 14 is in the same context as claim 5; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 15 is in the same context as claim 7; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

In regards to claim 16, Yaegashi-Hong teaches an image processing method 
comprising: storing, in a storage device, scene information including, at least, data for at 
least one representative frame extracted from a scene, data for an interval of the scene 
and data for a significance level of each of a plurality of scenes included in a moving 
picture to be played back (Abstract and Figure 6B, Element 201 ); receiving an external 
designation of a significance level (Column 4, Lines 12-31 and Figure 6B, the 
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significance level is the hierarchy level); receiving a selection of one of the concurrently- 
displayed images of the representative frames on the basis of an external designation 
(Column 4, Lines 12-31); and playing back the scenes corresponding to the images of 
the representative frames selected in the selecting step (Abstract, and Figure 1 Element 
201). 

Yaegashi does not specifically teach that each of the plurality of scenes is 
mutually disjoint and that a display device that extracts, one the basis of the externally 
designated significance level, images of the representative frames of the plurality of 
scenes having significance levels equals to or higher than the externally designated 
significance level, from the storage device and concurrently displays the extracted 
images chronologically. Hong teaches hat each of the plurality of scenes is mutually 
disjoint (See Column 6, Lines 10-27, there is a list of the different scenes with each one 
having a representative frame) and that a display device that extracts, one the basis of 
the externally designated significance level, images of the representative frames of the 
plurality of scenes having significance levels equals to or higher than the externally 
designated significance level (See Column 7, Lines 26-45, the user is able to select the 
retrieval conditions, specifically the user is able to select attributes (i.e. significance 
level) and those frames with those attributes will be displayed), from the storage device 
and concurrently displays the extracted images chronologically (See figure 12). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Yaegashi with the teachings of Hong and include a search functionality with the 
motivation to provide the user an easier way of finding desired scenes. 



Application/Control Number: 10/033,827 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2174 

In regards to claim 17, Yaegashi-Hong further teach an image processing 
apparatus according to claim 16, wherein the display step chronologically displays a 
specified number of the images of the representative frames of the plurality of scenes 
concurrently (Yaegashi Abstract and Figure 6B, Element 201). 

Claim 19 is in the same context as claim 5; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 20 is in the same context as claim 6; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 21 is in the same context as claim 7; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 22 is in the same context as claim 8; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 23 is in the same context as claim 9; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 24 is in the same context as claim 10; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 25 is in the same context as claim 1 1 ; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 26 is in the same context as claim 12; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 28 is in the same context as claim 14; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 



Application/Control Number: 10/033,827 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2174 

Claim 29 is in the same context as claim 15; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 30 is in the same context as claim 1 ; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 31 is in the same context as claim 11; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claims 4, 13, 18, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yaegashi-Hong in view of Acharya et al. (US 6348929). 

In regards to claim 4, Yaegashi-Hong teach all the limitations of claim 1 . 
Yaegashi does not teach an image processing apparatus wherein the images of the 
representative frames included reduced images. Acharya teaches, "Essentially, 
captured images are compressed by an image compression circuit 732 so that they can 
be efficiently stored in an image memory unit 734, which may be a ROM, RAM or other 
storage device such as a fixed disk." Column 13, Line 36). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Yaegashi with the 
teachings of Acharya and include a method to compress the images with the motivation 
to provide the user with more space on the memory. 

Claim 13 is in the same context as claim 4; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 18 is in the same context as claim 4; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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Claim 27 is in the same context as claim 4; therefore it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-31 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Inquiry 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BORIS PESIN whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4070. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday except every other 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on (571 ) 272-3923. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Boris Pesin/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2174 



